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Comment Letter O001 (Richard Cline, Peninsula Cities Consortium (PCC), April 2, 2010) 
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Response to Letter O001 (Richard Cline, Peninsula Cities Consortium (PCC), April 2, 2010) 

O001-1 
The commenter requests a 45-75 day extension of the 45-day 
comment period.  Consistent with CEQA requirements, the Authority 
has provided a 45-day public comment period under CEQA, from 
March 11, 2010, to April 26, 2010.  The Authority has not extended 
the comment period beyond April 26, 2010, however, it did make the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material publicly available on March 4, 
2010, a week before the 45-day public comment period commenced 
on March 11, 2010.  The document has therefore been available to 
the public for a total of 52 days 
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Comment Letter O002 (Jerry S. Wilmoth, Union Pacific, April 23, 2010) 
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Response to Letter O002 (Jerry S. Wilmoth, Union Pacific, April 23, 2010) 

 O002-1 
 The Authority acknowledges receipt of the package of comments for 
this program segment and all other project and program segments.  
The Authority asserts that it has had productive meetings with Union 
Pacific representatives on more than one occasion from and after 
April 23, 2010.  The Authority looks forward to additional meetings 
to improve the nature and quality of dialogue between the parties 
during the course of project development. 

O002-2 
The Authority appreciates the comment and acknowledges the 
importance of designing a system that meets all federally mandated 
safety laws and FRA implementing regulations.  The Authority states 
that, consistent with FRA safety regulations, UPRR may consent to 
clearances of less than 25’ feet and acknowledges that UPRR does 
not typically consent to fifteen foot track clearances in joint 
operations.  The Authority understands that UPRR has, upon 
occasion consented to track clearances of less than 25’ in limited 
circumstances if certain other safety measures are taken (e.g., speed 
restrictions, barriers, and/or intrusion detection devices). The 
Authority has had very preliminary discussions with UPRR regarding 
the possibility for such waivers in constrained areas and appreciates 
the opportunity to work with UPRR to refine these areas in good 
faith. 

O002-3 
The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s position in this segment and 
affirms that, if the Board determines to continue study of this option 
at the project level, UPRR’s position will be taken into consideration.  
The Authority affirmatively states that the HST system will be 
designed in accordance with any and all applicable federally 
mandated safety laws and FRA implementing regulations, including 
regulations on buffer space requirements for HSR tracks located 
outside of UPRR right of way. 

O002-4 
The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s comment.  The Authority 
affirmatively states that the HST system will be designed in 
accordance with federally mandated safety laws and FRA 
implementing regulations, including regulations on buffer space 
requirements for HSR tracks located outside of UPRR right of way. 

O002-5 
The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s comment regarding UPRR right 
of way east of the existing Caltrain depot and its position that this 
property will not be made available to the Authority. If the Board 
determines to continue study of this option at the project level, 
UPRR’s position will be taken into consideration.  After the design of 
this segment has been advanced to a higher level at the project 
phase, the Authority will be in a better position to define with 
specificity how much, if any, of UPRR’s non-operating property may 
be necessary for HST.  At that time, the Authority will assess 
whether the intended use of UPRR property would unreasonably 
interfere with UPRR operations and whether the intended use of 
UPRR property poses an undue safety risk.  The Authority will 
consider all available options to acquire property necessary to the 
HST system alignment. 

O002-6 
The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s comments and its position that 
no part of the HST corridor may be located on UPRR right of way.  
The Authority and UPRR are in agreement that the system must 
comply with federally mandated safety laws and FRA implementing 
regulations.  The Revised Draft Program EIR, Chapter 3, provides 
information and analysis regarding the land use and property effects 
which will result from an alignment for the HST system which avoids 
UPRR rights of way for both Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass 
network alternatives.     
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O002-7 
The Authority has made every effort to accurately characterize 
UPRR’s prior comments in Chapter 3 of the Revised Draft Program 
EIR.  The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s position that no part of the 
HST corridor may be located on UPRR right of way.  If the Board 
determines to continue study of this option at the project level, 
UPRR’s position will be taken into consideration.  After the design of 
the HST system has been advanced to a higher level, the Authority 
will be in a better position to define with specificity how much, if 
any, of UPRR’s non-operating property may be necessary for HST.  
At that time, the Authority will assess whether the intended use of 
UPRR property would unreasonably interfere with UPRR operations 
and whether the intended use of UPRR property poses an undue 
safety risk.  The Authority will consider all available options to 
acquire property necessary to the HST system alignment, including 
the possibility of UPRR agreeing to consent to HST occupying the 
property in limited, constrained areas on terms acceptable to UPRR.  
The Authority appreciates the opportunity to work with UPRR to 
refine these areas in good faith.  The Authority affirmatively states 
that the system will comply with all federally mandated safety laws 
and FRA implementing regulations. 

O002-8 
The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s position that it will not permit 
any part of HST, including overpass supporting piers, to be located 
on any right of way owned or operated by UPRR. If the Board 
determines to continue study of this option at the project level, 
UPRR’s position will be taken into consideration.  After the design of 
this segment has been advanced to a higher level, the Authority will 
be in a better position to define with specificity how much, if any, of 
UPRR’s non-operating property may be necessary for HST.  At that 
time, the Authority will assess whether the intended use of UPRR 
property would unreasonably interfere with UPRR operations and 
whether the intended use of UPRR property poses an undue safety 
risk.  The Authority will consider all available options to acquire 
property necessary to the HST system alignment.  The Authority 
remains committed to work through all such issues with UPRR on a 
good faith basis. 

O002-9 
The Authority acknowledges UPRR’s safety concerns and objections.   
The Authority states that safety is its highest priority in designing the 
HST system and that it will meet all applicable federally mandated 
safety laws and FRA implementing regulations. Current FRA 
regulations include equipment safety standards for passenger trains 
operating at speeds up to 150 mph.  FRA is reviewing European and 
worldwide equipment standards and developing guidance for high-
speed trains operating at up to 220 mph.  FRA is also exploring 
improvements and expansions to vehicle and track safety standards 
through rulemaking. In its November 2009 document titled “High-
Speed Passenger Rail Safety Standards” (Standards), the FRA 
explains in some detail the safety standards which are under review 
and asserts that FRA will issue proposed and final rules on these 
safety standards “as soon as possible.” In addition to these rules 
that will be generally applicable to high speed passenger trains, the 
FRA has indicated its expectation that each HSR operation will be 
“appropriately tailored to its operating environment” through 
adoption of a separate rule of particular applicability (RPA) for each 
HSR operation.  The Authority is preparing a detailed technical 
memorandum to support its application for a RPA, and intends to 
make such application at an appropriate time.  The Authority’s 
petition for a RPA and the technical assumptions underlying the RPA 
will be available for review and public comment prior to any formal 
action by FRA.  Consistent with FRA’s Strategy document, the 
Authority anticipates that the RPA will consider crashworthiness, 
crash energy management, vehicle suspension systems, brake 
systems, train configurations and other elements critical for high-
speed train sets, as well as mitigation options such as those 
suggested by UPRR. 

O002-10 
The Authority appreciates UPRR’s comments and agrees that 
designing a system that meets all applicable federally mandated 
safety laws and FRA implementing regulations is of the upmost 
importance.  The Authority affirms its commitment to design, 
construct and operate a safe system.  The Authority also affirms the 
importance of safe and efficient freight service to the state and 
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national economy.  The Authority is committed to working with UPRR 
in good faith and to make every effort to arrive at a mutually 
satisfactory project design.   
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Comment Letter O003 (Gary A. Patton, Wittwer and Parkin, LLP, April 7, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O003 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O003 (Gary A. Patton, Wittwer and Parkin, LLP, April 7, 2010) 

O003-1 
The current environmental review process, including the recirculated 
"Revised Draft Program EIR Material," is being conducted to comply 
with the final judgment in the Town of Atherton litigation and to fully 
comply with CEQA at the programmatic level of a tiered CEQA 
compliance process for the HST system. 

O003-2 
The Authority disagrees with these comments.  The CEQA comment 
period that the commenter is participating in is specifically identified 
as being undertaken to comply with the final judgment in the Town 
of Atherton case.  That judgment identified specific areas that the 
Court concluded required revision and recirculation.  As the first step 
in complying with that judgment, the Authority rescinded its 
certification of the May 2008 Final Program EIR and rescinded its 
approval of the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative Serving San 
Francisco via San Jose at its meeting in December 2009.  In March 
2010, the Authority continued its compliance by recirculating for 
further comment those portions of the prior Program EIR that the 
Superior Court identified as requiring corrective work to comply with 
CEQA.   The revised and recirculated materials address the matters 
identified in the Town of Atherton final judgment.  These materials 
further discuss how the revised and recirculated materials affect the 
staff recommendation of a preferred network alternative.  The 
document neither treats the materials in it as merely “technical 
corrects” nor presumes that the Authority board will make the same 
selection of a network alternative when it makes new decisions.  As 
noted in the document, the Authority will prepare responses to 
comments received on the revised materials and will consider the 
entire record before it prior to making a new decision.   

O003-3 
See Response to Comment O003-2. 

O003-4 
The Authority disagrees that its project-level EIR work constitutes 
pre-judgment of the outcome at the program level.  The Superior 
Court in the Town of Atherton case considered whether to enjoin the 
Authority’s project-level EIR work pending completion of the 
necessary CEQA work at the program level and declined to do so.  
The court specifically found that project-level environmental studies 
would not create such momentum as to make the Authority unable 
to comply with CEQA.  The Authority is aware of its obligation under 
CEQA to make a new, unbiased decision on a network alternative 
and it will have the opportunity to do so at the completion of the 
recirculated EIR process.    

O003-5 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s interpretation of the 
notice of availability.  The notice of availability requested that 
members of the public focus their comments on the new information 
and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR Material and stated 
that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to responding only to 
those comments related to the new materials.  This language in the 
notice is based on CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, applicable to 
situations like the current one where a lead agency must revise and 
recirculate only a portion of a prior Final EIR.  It does not indicate 
prejudgment or refusal to consider public comment, but rather the 
request for a focus on the new material.  Notably, Chapter 6 of the 
Revised Draft EIR Material specifically relates to how the new 
information and analysis in the document affects the 
recommendation of a preferred network alternative.  

O003-6 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter's interpretation of the 
notice of availability.  The notice of availability language about the 
next steps in the CEQA compliance process are intended to identify 
for the public that the Authority will consider the Revised Draft EIR 
Material, the Revised Final Program EIR, the May 2008 Final Program 
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EIR, and the entire lengthy record before it, in making new decisions 
about EIR certification and the selection of a new network 
alignment.  The Authority will exercise its discretion about EIR 
certification at a publicly noticed meeting.   

O003-7 
The Authority disagrees with this interpretation of the notice of 
availability.  The notice of availability indicates that the Authority will 
consider the Draft and Final Revised Program EIR Material along with 
the May 2008 Final Program EIR in making new decisions about EIR 
certification and the selection of a new alignment.   The Authority 
will exercise its discretion at a publicly noticed meeting in 
determining whether to approve a network alternative, and also 
whether to approve findings of fact, a statement of overriding 
considerations, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program.   

O003-8 
The Authority believes its CEQA compliance process fully complies 
with the law and with the content of the Town of Atherton final 
judgment and that no extension of time or revision to the Notice of 
Availability is needed.   

O003-9 
See Response to Comment O003-8. 
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Comment Letter O004 (Gary A. Patton, Wittwer and Parkin, LLP, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O004 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O004 (Gary A. Patton, Wittwer and Parkin, LLP, April 26, 2010) 

O004-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

O004-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

O004-3 
The Authority disagrees with the assertions in this comment.  Please 
see responses to comments in letter O003. 

O004-4 
The commenter describes the requirements in the Town of Atherton 
final judgment.  Consistent with that final judgment, the Authority 
rescinded its prior resolution No. 08-01 and directed its staff to 
prepare revised CEQA documentation to comply with the final 
judgment.  Authority staff have proceeded to do so.  The Authority 
believes that its process for complying with the Town of Atherton 
final judgment complies fully with the judgment and with CEQA. 

O004-5 
CEQA requires a lead agency preparing an EIR to make a decision 
only after it has completed the EIR process and certified the EIR for 
compliance with CEQA.  This is the process the Authority is following 
here.  In response to the Town of Atherton final judgment, the 
Authority rescinded its prior resolution certifying the 2008 Final 
Program EIR and approving the Pacheco Pass Network Alternative 
serving San Francisco via San Jose.  The Authority has recirculated 
portions of the Program EIR that required corrective work to comply 
with the judgment and with CEQA.  The Authority is expected to 
make a new decision regarding the adequacy of the Program EIR 
and a new decision on the project at an upcoming noticed meeting 
of the Authority board.  We disagree that a further comment period 
is required. 

O004-6 
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 provides a mechanism whereby a 
lead agency revising and recirculating a portion of a prior EIR can 
ask the public to focus its comments on the new material.  The lead 
agency is required to respond only to those comments that pertain 
to the new material.   Nevertheless, in this document, the Authority 
is providing a good faith, reasoned response, to all significant 
environmental issues raised in the comments received.  The 
Authority disagrees with the characterization in the comment that 
the Authority is treating the Atherton judgment as if it involved only 
technical corrections.  The Ruling on Submitted Matter for the Town 
of Atherton case is attached as an appendix to the Revised Draft EIR 
Material.  The Authority has used the Ruling as a guide to preparing 
the revised and recirculated materials and the Revised Draft EIR 
Material explains in Chapter 1 how it is tailored to comply with the 
judgment in the Town of Atherton case.  The Authority will not make 
a new decision until it has completed its CEQA compliance process. 

O004-7 
The Authority takes its CEQA compliance obligations seriously and 
has not prejudged the ultimate decisions on the Program EIR and 
the project.  All input on alternatives and mitigation strategies is 
being considered and will contribute to the Authority's decision 
making process.   The Authority board will make a new decision for 
how the HST system will connect the Bay Area to the Central Valley 
by exercising its discretion based on the entire record before it, 
including the entirety of evidence and input on the Revised Draft 
Program EIR. 

O004-8 
Comment acknowledged.  While we disagree with the commenter's 
views about the Authority's obligations in responding to comments, 
this Final Program EIR provides a good faith reasoned response to all 
significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters on the 
Revised Draft Program EIR. 
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O004-9 
The Authority disagrees with the comment and believes the program 
EIR process has evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives, 
including alternatives that differ significantly from the Pacheco Pass 
Network Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose.  The May 
2008 Final Program EIR examined a no project alternative and 21 
representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area to 
the Central Valley.   Included in this range of alternatives were 11 
Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network 
alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) 
network alternatives.  Additional alignment alternatives were 
evaluated within the representative network alternatives, providing 
an even greater range of options.  The EIR fully complies with 
CEQA’s requirements for the study of alternatives.   

O004-10 
See Response to Comment O004-9. 

O004-11 
The Authority disagrees with the suggestion that the HST system in 
the Peninsula “would provide almost no significant benefit for local 
communities through which the high-speed trains would travel.” 

The Authority notes that residents of these communities are 
expected to use the HST system to travel to and from other 
destinations in the state, and the HST system would provide 
opportunities for these communities to serve as a destination for 
business, recreational, or educational travel, (e.g., families traveling 
to and from Stanford).   

By providing a shared use corridor, all Caltrain platforms would allow 
riders to take the Caltrain to or from an HST station and transfer 
to/from the HST system.  This is common in countries across the 
world with HST systems.  In fact, it is not unusual for riders to take a 
more local train in the reverse direction to an HST station to make 
the transfer.  As noted in the 2008 Final Program EIR, Caltrain is 
viewed as complimentary feeder system to the HST system. 

O004-12 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  In addition, construction of 
grade separations where none previously exist would improve 
circulation between neighborhood areas.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the 
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives is being carried forward 
into the project level analyses.   

There is the potential for temporary impacts to occur during 
construction including noise, air quality (dust), visual quality, and 
traffic/circulation.   Specific locations, phasing and the scale of 
construction impacts will be further examined in detail at the project 
level because they are a product of the HST system design, and the 
detailed study necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the 
level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project 
level. The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the physical 
environment.  The EIR identified mitigation strategies to address 
these impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In addition, the EIR 
discloses that regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse 
environmental impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location 
of these impacts may differ between alternatives.  Accordingly, a 
change in the alternative selected would reduce or eliminate impacts 
to trees and vegetation along a particular alignment but would not 
eliminate altogether the impacts of constructing and/or 
implementing the HST system. A detailed project-level EIR/EIS will 
be prepared to identify potential project-specific environmental and 
community impacts and mitigation measures. See Responses to 
Comments L003-44, L003-47, and L003-152.  
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O004-13 
We disagree that the project will cause a loss of business revenues 
and residential property tax revenues that will indirectly result in 
physical deterioration amounting to blight along the Caltrain 
Corridor.  We also disagree that the Program EIR needs to be 
revised and recirculated to further address this issue.  Secondary 
effects of economic changes from the project were not identified by 
the Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case for further analysis.  
Rather, as the Superior Court noted, the Authority relied on 
established modeling programs to assess the potential for economic 
and population growth in the study area.  Chapter 5 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR assessed economic issues related to the project, 
including economic growth and growth-related impacts of the 
proposed project.  The conclusion of this discussion was that the 
HST project would lead to economic growth due to densification of 
land use and increased property values in and around station areas.  
In addition, the document indicates that the project is expected to 
spur employment growth and increased property values more 
generally within the area where the network alternative is selected.  
These conclusions have been further identified in the Authority's 
2009 Business Plan.  More detailed evaluation of the potential for 
economic changes leading to secondary environmental effects such 
as blight is appropriately addressed as part of project-level EIRs.       

O004-14   
The 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative and 
21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area 
to the Central Valley.   Included in this range of alternatives were 11 
Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network 
alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) 
network alternatives.  The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
clarified those portions of the 2008 Final Program EIR requiring 
revision or expansion.  With these two documents, the Authority has 
provided a full and fair review of a reasonable range of alternatives.  
Please see Response to Comment O004–11 regarding the benefit of 
HST in the Caltrain Corridor. 

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority 
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of the U.S. 101 
alignment alternative from study in the 2008 Bay Area to Central 
Valley Program EIR.  See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR (page 19).  The Authority and the FRA considered 
potential HST alternatives along U.S. 101 between San Francisco and 
San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS process and the 
Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process.  The U.S. 101 
alternative was screened out from further study in the program 
environmental documents for practicability reasons.   See Standard 
Response 10.  See also response O004-15, below, discussing how 
HST planning and the Regional Rail Plan adopted by the Bay Area 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission work together, providing  
potential to result in significant transportation and economic 
benefits.  

O004-15   
State law created the California High-Speed Rail Authority with 
specified powers and duties relative to the development and 
implementation of a high-speed train system.   The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC), Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
(BART), Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), and the 
High Speed Rail Authority, along with a coalition of rail passenger 
and freight operators, prepared the San Francisco Bay Area Regional 
Rail Plan, which was adopted by the MTC in September 2007.  The 
Regional Rail Plan examines ways to incorporate passenger trains 
into existing rail systems, improve connections to other trains and 
transit, expand the regional rapid transit network, increase rail 
capacity, coordinate rail investment around transit-friendly 
communities and businesses, and identify functional and institutional 
consolidation opportunities.  The plan also includes a detailed 
analysis of potential high-speed rail routes between the Bay Area 
and the Central Valley consistent with the Authority’s environmental 
review of the proposed rail lines.  Overall, the plan looks at 
improvements and extensions of railroad, rapid transit, and high-
speed rail services for the near term (5–10 years), intermediate term 
(10–25 years), and long term (beyond 25 years).  The Regional Rail 
Plan is intended to create a rail network that addresses the 
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anticipated growth in transportation demand and help deliver the 
long-range vision of rail for the Bay Area. 

Caltrain will benefit from the creation of a fully grade-separate right-
of-way, allowing trains to operate more safely by eliminating at-
grade traffic and pedestrian crossings and also reduce noise issues 
associated with at-grade crossings.  The Authority disagrees that the 
analysis of construction impacts was inadequate.  Refer to Section 
3.18, Construction Methods and Impacts, in the 2008 Final Program 
EIR as well as the other sections on Chapter 3 were construction 
impacts at a program level were appropriately discussed.  
Construction impacts for the HST project vary with location. A 
detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the 
Program EIR that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing 
right-of-way at most locations, but some temporary construction 
detours for automobile traffic and shooflies (temporary detours for 
railway tracks) would be necessary. The specific design and 
subsequent impacts of temporary construction impacts cannot be 
assessed until at least 15% engineering design is complete and the 
full extent of impacts cannot be understood until 30% engineering 
design is complete during the project level analysis. 

Potential impacts include street disruption for relocation of utilities, 
raising or lowering the grade of the street for a railway grade 
separation, temporary full or partial closure for grade separation 
construction or a railway shoofly, loss of on-street parking for the 
same reasons. Mitigations for these impacts will be developed at the 
project level, once sufficient engineering work has been completed. 
Potential mitigations could include complex construction staging to 
minimize the size/scope of street detours/closures or railway 
shooflies, creation of temporary replacement parking, increased 
traffic control staff and devices to mitigate temporary lane 
reductions, educational programs to help motorists avoid 
construction areas, utilize temporary parking facilities, or activities to 
encourage patronage of affected commercial areas. Mitigations for 
noise during construction can include early construction of sound 

walls, temporary sound walls and restricted work hours.  See also 
Responses to Comments L003-44 and L003-152. 

O004-16  
As discussed in Chapter of the 2008 Final Program EIR, “to operate 
at high speeds, a dedicated, fully grade-separated right-of-way is 
necessary with more stringent requirements than those needed for 
lower-speed lines.  Therefore, this state-of-the-art, high-speed, 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology would operate in the majority of 
the statewide system in dedicated (exclusive track) configuration.  In 
congested urban areas, where the high-speed train would operate at 
far lower speeds,  the HST would be integrated into existing 
conventional rail lines with resolution of potential equipment and 
operating compatibility issues by the FRA and the California Public 
Utilities Commission.  HST shared-use corridors would meet the 
following general criteria in addition to HST performance criteria: 

 Uniform control/signal system. 

 Four tracks at stations (to allow for through/express services and 
local stopping patterns). 

 Three to four mainline tracks (depending on capacity 
requirements of HST and other services). 

 Physical or temporal separation from conventional freight traffic. 

Safety features of the HST system as a whole include full grade-
separated tracks with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and 
automated train control systems. Additional information regarding 
the safe operation of HST is provided in Standard Response 9.  The 
shared track proposal for the corridor between San Francisco and 
San Jose is plainly identified in Chapter 2.  The Authority does not 
agree that the analysis of this corridor is inadequate.  Chapter 3 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR, as modified by the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR, analyzes the environmental impacts along this corridor 
at a program level of detail.  More detailed discussion of impacts 
along the Caltrain Corridor would occur in a second-tier, project-level 
environmental document if the Caltrain Corridor is part of the 
selected network alternative for further study.   
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O004-17  
The commenter suggests the EIR should be revised and recirculated 
to consider stopping the HST service in San Jose.  The Authority  
notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did evaluate alternatives 
that would terminate in San Jose and not travel up the Peninsula on 
the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives included Altamont Pass 
Network Alternative with Oakland and San Jose Termini; Altamont 
Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass with San Jose, Oakland 
and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Oakland 
San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San Jose Terminus; Pacheco 
Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco via Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) with Oakland and 
San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with Altamont pass (local 
service) with San Jose Terminus.  The comment correctly identifies 
that language in Proposition 1A states that, "nothing in this section 
shall prejudice the authority's determination and selection of the 
alignment from the Central Valley to the San Francisco Bay Area and 
its certification of the environmental impact report."  (Streets and 
Highways Code, section 2704.04(b)(4).)  See also Standard 
Response 10 on alternatives generally.    

O004-18 
The Authority disagrees with the comment and believes that its 
ridership model was appropriately developed, peer reviewed, and 
relied upon in developing the environmental analysis in the 2008 
Final Program EIR.  The Authority further notes that the ridership 
model generated forecasts of ridership and revenue for the 
alternatives.  Transportation demand models like the one relied upon 
for generating the forecasts used in the 2008 Final Program EIR are 
capable of generating useful forecasts of future travel behavior but 
they are not intended to generate "actual ridership."  We 
acknowledge the critique presented by the University of California, 
Berkeley Institute for Transportation Studies.  Please see Standard 
Response 4. 

O004-19 
The 2008 Final Program EIR developed minority and low-income 
population percentage thresholds to identify locations within the 

study area where there were higher than average concentrations of 
environmental justice communities as compared to the  surrounding 
study area,  city and/or county as a whole.  In addition, the Program 
EIR evaluated size and type of right-of-way needed for the 
alignment alternatives and proximity to environmental justice 
populations.  These factors provide a reasonable indication of where 
potential benefits or disproportionate impacts to minority and low-
income populations would be most likely to occur.  Because this is a 
program-level document, the analysis considered the potential for 
environmental justice impacts on a broad scale.  Additional analysis 
and public outreach will take place during project-level investigations 
to identify minority and low-income individuals including any 
dispersed locations of these populations and to consider potential 
localized disproportionately high and adverse effects.  See also 
Standard Response 3. 

O004-20 
Please see response to comment L003 – 151.  The Authority notes 
that the alignment has been better described in the 2010 Revised 
Program EIR Material.  However its location along Monterey Highway 
has not changed from the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The program 
level noise and construction impacts evaluation in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR therefore still apply – see Section 3.04:  Noise and 
Vibration and 3.18 – Construction Impacts. 

O004-21 
 A detailed examination of the impacts of the high-speed train on the 
City of San Jose's developing land use plans for the Coyote Valley 
area is beyond the scope of the program EIR.  We acknowledge that 
the City of San Jose included the Coyote Valley area as an area for 
potential future growth in its 2020 General Plan, which was 
considered in preparation of the May 2008 Final Program.  Efforts 
previously underway to develop a specific plan for the Coyote Valley 
area were terminated.  Based on the work product developed for a 
potential specific plan, the City of San Jose developed and issued the 
"Coyote Valley Plan - Vision for Sustainable Development" in April 
2008.  The vision document indicates the City's preference for the 
high-speed rail alignment as being along Monterey Road.  Project-
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level environmental analysis will examine the effects of the current 
status of the city's plans for the area if the network alternative 
selected includes an alignment between San Jose and Gilroy. 

O004-22 
The 2008 Final Program EIR included photosimulations for 
prototypical locations throughout its study area. The locations were 
chosen to represent a range of situations throughout the study area, 
including the Peninsula, East Bay, Central Valley and other areas, in 
both urban and rural settings. It did not include one for a location 
along the Caltrain right-of-way between Diridon Station and I-280, 
but as noted in the comment, it did give a written description of the 
location. It is infeasible to create a simulation for every situation 
along hundreds of miles of proposed HST corridor analyzed. 
Simulations can be produced for many new locations as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS analyses.   

O004-23 
The comments reflect a misreading of the dimensioning on Figure 
PP-11. The greatest height noted is 50 feet, not 90 feet.  

O004-24 
The land use compatibility conclusion in the Revised Draft Program 
EIR and the  2008 Final Program EIR is based on the fact that the 
high-speed train would be located within an existing active 
commuter rail and freight rail corridor between San Francisco and 
San Jose.  While the high-speed train is different from the existing 
Caltrain commuter rail or UPRR freight rail service, the fact remains 
that this is a heavily used rail corridor with a variety of land uses 
along the corridor.  The text on page 2-3 of the Revised Final 
Program EIR discusses the considerations for land use compatibility 
rankings in addition to those identified in Table 2-1, including a 
consideration of whether the alignment would be located within an 
existing transportation right of way.  At the program level of detail, 
the role of the existing Caltrain Corridor in reaching a “high” land use 
compatibility ranking is appropriate, and serves as a comparative 
basis for consideration of the alternatives.  In addition, construction 
of grade separations where none previously existed would improve 

circulation between neighborhood areas.  We note that the 
conclusion of the 208 Final Program EIR was that land use effects 
would be significant, and that mitigation strategies would be needed 
to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  We further note 
that the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate 
profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening across 
the HST system.  See Response to Comment L003-152.  

O004-25 
See Response to Comment O004-24.  The 2008 Final Program EIR 
describes the existing conditions along the San Francisco to San Jose 
Corridor. A diverse mix of land uses is identified for the corridor as a 
whole and contributed to the high compatibility ranking.  The area 
between San Francisco to Dumbarton includes urban, industrial, 
transportation, and residential uses.  The cities of San Bruno, 
Millbrae, San Mateo, Belmont, San Carlos, and Redwood City are 
identified as having some residential uses along the rail line, but also 
commercial/office, industrial, and transportation uses.  For the area 
between Dumbarton and San Jose, there text acknowledges the 
single family residential uses in Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, 
Mountain View, Sunnyvale, and Santa Clara.  The text also 
acknowledges the more diverse land uses, including commercial, 
industrial, and public facilities uses in many of these areas.   

O004-26 
The 2008 Final Program EIR explored numerous options to connect 
the high-speed train between the San Francisco Bay Area and the 
Central Valley, including alternatives that would not travel the San 
Francisco Peninsula, or would travel the Peninsula only above 
Dumbarton.  The range of alternatives is reasonable and meets 
CEQA’s requirements.  The Authority Board committed in July 2008 
to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential 
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San 
Francisco and San Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded its 
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July 2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile 
alternatives has been carried forward into the project level 
alternatives screening across the HST system, We expect the 
commitment to be reaffirmed when the Authority makes a new 
decision, regardless of the network alternative selected.  

O004-27 
An analysis of alignments that do not traverse the Caltrain Corridor is 
contained in the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The Authority notes that 
the Draft and Final Program EIRs evaluated alternatives that would 
terminate in San Jose and not travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain 
Corridor.  These alternatives included Altamont Pass Network 
Alternative with Oakland and San Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with 
San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass with San Jose, Oakland and San 
Francisco via  Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose 
Termini; Pacheco Pass with San Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with 
San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco 
Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) with Oakland and San Jose 
Termini; and Pacheco Pass with Altamont pass (local service) with 
San Jose Terminus.  

The description and full evaluation of these network alternatives 
were not circulated in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material, 
but clarification of the description and evaluation of portions of these 
alternatives, specifically between San Jose and Gilroy, were provided 
in response to the Superior Court ruling in Town of Atherton. 

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   

O004-28 
This is not a topic area identified by the Superior Court judgment in 
the Town of Atherton case as needing additional CEQA work.  The 
Court found the range and study of alternatives in the 2008 Final 

Program EIR adequate.  Proposition 1A does not address the 
selection of an operator for the HST system.   

O004-29 
Proposition 1A designates the corridor from San Francisco to Los 
Angeles and Anaheim as Phase 1 of the HST system, and indicates 
that it is not intended to prejudice the Authority's determination and 
selection of the alignment from the Central Valley to the San 
Francisco Bay Area.  See Streets and Highways Code section 
2704.04(b)(2) and (4). 

O004-30 
The Authority acknowledges the trackage rights agreement between 
UPRR and the PCJPB.  This agreement is identified in the Revised 
Draft Program EIR and referenced in that document.  Please see 
Standard Response 9 (UPRR) responses to the comment letter from 
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) – comment letter O002.  Please 
see also O012-14.  The Authority has not concluded that the 
trackage rights agreement between UPRR and the PCJPB renders the 
alignment between San Francisco and San Jose infeasible.   

O004-31 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources and 
agricultural lands were not part of those topics. The 2008 Final 
Program EIR, noted that the Authority, or other entities designated 
and supported by the Authority would acquire, from willing sellers, 
agricultural conservation easements encompassing at least 3,500 
acres of important farmland (as defined by the FMMP). The eventual 
locations and total acreage for these easements would be 
determined in consultation with the California Department of 
Conservation, and others, and in conjunction with project-level 
decisions of the HST system.  In addition, Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 
Final Program EIR noted that the Authority, or other entities 
designated and supported by the Authority would acquire, from 
willing sellers, agricultural, conservation and/or open space 
easements encompassing at least 10,000 acres and generally located 
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along or in the vicinity of the HST alignment and within or adjacent 
to the designated GEA.  The focus for these easements was to be in 
areas undergoing development pressures, such as the areas around 
Los Banos and Volta, and/or areas that would be most appropriate 
for ecological conservation or restoration. The eventual locations and 
total acreage for such easements would be determined in 
consultation with the CDFG, the USFWS, and the Grassland Water 
District and in conjunction with project-level decisions addressing the 
Gilroy to Merced portion of the HST system. Also see Standard 
Response 3.  Although the Authority’s decisions concerning the 2008 
Final Program EIR have been rescinded, the described commitment 
regarding easements related to the 2008 Final Program EIR 
illustrates the type of commitment that is expected to be included in 
any new decision by the Authority to select a network alternative for 
further study.  After a new certification decision and after a new 
decision to select a network alternative, a much greater level of 
detail would be provided for such mitigation at the project-level.   

O004-32 
The area of climate change is not one of the areas identified by the 
court for additional CEQA compliance, nevertheless, we provide this 
response.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS included a 
discussion of the impacts associated with the project on climate 
change in chapter 3.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, that 
we believe fully complies with the requirements of CEQA and is 
consistent with the recommendations of the California Attorney 
General.  The Final Program EIR explained greenhouse gases, their 
relationship to climate change, and the transportation sector's 
contribution of greenhouse gas emissions nationwide.  2005 baseline 
conditions for C02 emissions were quantified, as were conditions 
under the Pacheco and Altamont base case network alternatives for 
reductions in air travel, auto travel, and for electric power 
consumption.  The text also provided the percentage reduction of 
C02 emissions for the base Pacheco and base Altamont network 
alternatives on a statewide basis from the no project alternative.  
The conclusion is that the HST system statewide would result in a 
net reduction in GHG emissions.  This analysis satisfied CEQA.  We 
also note that the California Air Resources Board has identified the 

high-speed train system as "part of the statewide strategy to provide 
more mobility choice and reduce greenhouse gas emissions."  (ARB, 
Climate Change Scoping Plan, p. 56.). 

O004-33 
The 2005 Final Statewide Program EIR/EIS and the 2008 Final 
Program EIR for the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train 
explained that locating the HST system along or adjacent to existing 
rail or transportation rights-of-way results in fewer environmental 
impacts than creating an entirely new transportation corridor.  For 
this reason, the network alternatives in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
and as further discussed in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material were configured along existing rail and transportation 
facilities to the maximum extent possible for both Pacheco Pass and 
Altamont Pass.  This effort to minimize environmental impacts has 
resulted in concerns expressed by UPRR which are discussed at 
length in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  As disclosed 
in Chapter 4, there is no prohibition to acquiring property adjacent to 
a right-of-way owned by a private railroad.  As further discussed in 
Chapter 4, the Authority's position is that it can develop design 
options for the HST that allow the project to go forward while also 
avoiding interference with UPRR freight operations.  See also 
Standard Response 9.  

O004-34 
Comment noted.  The Authority's tiering process has been designed 
to allow for broad, program-level decisions about project location 
and general design.  We disagree that the program level decision 
making is being done "fast."  The environmental process for the HST 
system as a whole commenced in 2000 with the Statewide High-
Speed Train EIR/EIS, including an examination of the HST location in 
the San Francisco Bay Area.  The current EIR process is the second 
program EIR to consider how the HST system can connect the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the Central Valley.  This second program EIR 
commenced in 2005. 
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O004-35 
Impacts on land uses along the Caltrain Corridor, including impacts 
on parks, are identified in the 2010 Revised Final Program EIR and 
are considered significant at the program level, even with mitigation.  
The Authority acknowledges the potential for litigation regardless of 
the network alternative it selects.  Regarding economic impacts, see 
Response to Comment O004-13.  Regarding the comparative 
impacts, see Response to Comment O004-36. 

O004-36 
We disagree with this comment.  The Caltrain Corridor provides an 
existing, publicly owned rail right-of-way that the HST system could 
utilize to reach San Francisco from San Jose.  The Caltrain Corridor 
does minimize a variety of environmental impacts in comparison to 
other potential alignments that cannot take advantage of an existing 
publicly owned right-of-way to locate HST tracks. We note that the 
Revised Final Program EIR does not state that use of the Caltrain 
Corridor avoids or eliminates environmental impacts.  The Revised 
Final Program EIR, including the May 2008 Final Program EIR text, 
identifies the significant environmental impacts of the HST project 
along the Caltrain Corridor.  The Revised Final Program EIR includes 
multiple alternatives that do not use the Caltrain Corridor.  Finally, 
the comment suggests that the Authority "search hard for 
alternatives to get from the Central Valley to Sacramento that will no 
impinge on the UPRR right of way, or use the Caltrain corridor on 
the Peninsula."  The underlying purpose and project objective for the 
HST system is to connect the major metropolitan centers of southern 
California and northern California and the EIR at issue involves how 
that connection will be made with the San Francisco Bay area's 
major cities, not with the connection between Sacramento and the 
Central Valley. 
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Comment Letter O005 (Brian K. Grayson, Preservation Action Council of San Jose, April 22, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O005 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O005 (Brian K. Grayson, Preservation Action Council of San Jose, April 22, 2010) 

O005-1 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service along 
the Monterey Highway corridor is currently underway as part of 
project level engineering and environmental analyses.   Removal of 
mature trees, including Keesling’s Shade Trees will be avoided to the 
extent possible.  Operational and construction impacts including 
those related to the removal of trees along the corridor will be 
addressed as part of a project-level EIR/EIS.  Under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the 
procedures to be followed at the project level include identification of 
resources, evaluation of their significance under the National 
Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any substantial 
adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation measures.  
Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will be further 
examined in detail at the project level because the identification of 
potentially affected resources and project effects and mitigation are 
dependent on the HST location and system design, and can only be 
done at the project level.  See Standard Response 3 and Response 
to Comment L003-79.   

O005-2 
See Responses to Comments O005-1 and L003-79.  Resources are 
included in the 2008 Final Program EIR, Appendix 3.12-A.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Organizations 

 

  Page 15-34

 
 

Comment Letter O006 (Amanda Eaken, Natural Resources Defense Council, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O006 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O006 (Amanda Eaken, Natural Resources Defense Council, April 26, 2010) 

O006-1 
 Comment acknowledged. 

O006-2 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Biological resources was not 
one of those topics. The Authority and FRA have committed to 
investigating site-specific location and design alternatives, including 
avoidance and minimization alternatives, during the Tier 2, project-
level environmental review.  This includes evaluating design 
alternatives to the north and south of the current proposed Henry 
Miller alignment alternative.  See response to comment O004-31 and 
see Section 3.15 of the 2008 Final Program EIR regarding the 
Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, conservation, and/or 
open space easements for potential impacts in and around the GEA.  
Also see the response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife letter dated 
September 27, 2007 in the 2008 Final Program EIR Responses to 
Comments letter F005 (page 20-16).   

O006-3 
Comment acknowledged. The rationale for the recommendation to 
select the Pacheco Pass alternative is provided in Chapter 6 of the 
Revised Program Materials. The primary purpose of the HST system 
is serve intercity trips between California’s major metropolitan areas.  
In addition, the HST system must have passenger revenues which 
exceed operational costs, whereas commuter systems almost always 
require significant operational subsidies.  Please refer to MTC’s Bay 
Area Regional Rail Plan which is consistent with the recommendation 
to select the Pacheco Pass for the HST system, but also recommends 
implementation of a vastly improved rail infrastructure in the 
Altamont Corridor focused on providing a competitive commute 
option between the Northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area.  

O006-4 
Comment acknowledged. The Authority staff have recommended the 
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose 
as the preferred network for further evaluation.  As explained in 
Chapter 7, Authority staff have concluded that this network 
alternative is preferred in part, because it minimizes certain types of 
environmental impacts.   
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Comment Letter O007 (Jacob Park, San Francisco Bay Railroad, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter O007 (Jacob Park, San Francisco Bay Railroad, April 26, 2010) 

O007-1 
See Standard Response 9 regarding UPRR. 

O007-2 
See Standard Response 9 regarding UPRR. 
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Comment Letter O008 (Elaine Breeze, San Mateo County Economic Development Association, April 20, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O008 – Continued 
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Response to Letter O008 (Elaine Breeze, San Mateo County Economic Development Association, April 20, 2010) 

O008-1 
The commenter urges certification of the EIR.  Comment 
acknowledged. 

O008-2 
The commenter believes that the Pacheco Pass Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Comment acknowledged. 

O008-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

O008-4 
Comment acknowledged. 

O008-5 
Comment acknowledged. 

O008-6 
Comment acknowledged. 

O008-7 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter O009 (Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis, CAARD, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter O009 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O009 (Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis, CARRD, April 26, 2010) 

O009-1 
Ridership modeling was not an area identified by the Superior Court 
for further corrective work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton 
case.  We note that in 2008, the Authority concluded that ridership 
for both Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass network alternatives was 
high, and that ridership was not a factor that distinguished between 
alternatives.    

The commenter misstates the goals of the High-Speed Rail Ridership 
and Revenue Study.  As stated in the Request for Proposals (RFP) 
from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the project goals 
were as follows1: 

The purpose of this study is to develop a travel modeling 
system for examining high-speed rail alternatives in 
California, in particular, high-speed rail connections from the 
San Joaquin Valley to the San Francisco Bay Area. The 
model system will be used to prepare ridership and revenue 
forecasts, and evaluation measures including user benefits, 
travel time and travel cost savings for new riders, and 
impacts on other modes (air, roadway). The travel forecasts 
prepared for this study are intended for use in further 
detailed environmental analysis work to be conducted by the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority. 

The model system is intended as a network-based modeling 
system, using commercially available modeling software in 
use at MTC, the State Department of Transportation, and 
other metropolitan planning organizations in California. This 
will provide public agencies the flexibility of analyzing other 
high-speed rail and inter-city transit options in the future. 
For example, the structure of the model system will allow 

                                                     
1 Request for Proposals to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for Bay Area / 
California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study; Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission; November 12, 2004; p. 8. 

MTC to examine commuter rail options in the Sacramento-
San Jose Capitol Corridor. 

Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the goals were not to “start 
with a given set of alternatives and then use the results to improve 
the alternatives…”  Such a statement is neither included, nor implied, 
in the RFP. 
The 2008 Final Program EIR provided information showing different 
ridership forecasts for different network alternatives in Chapter 7.  
The ridership forecasts in the EIR identified different levels of 
ridership for the network alternatives depending on the number of 
stations served and whether the network alternative involved a split 
to serve San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland.  We acknowledge 
that a split in service influences total ridership for a network 
alternative that involves a split.  We also acknowledge that 
frequency of service influences total ridership.  We do not agree, 
however, that the combination of a service split and frequency 
results in a penalty for the Altamont Pass base case alternative 
amounting to 20 million trips.  As explained in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR responses to comments:  "Due to the HST service split, 
the Altamont Pass base alternative has 33 trains per day from Los 
Angeles to San Francisco and 17 trains per day from Los Angeles to 
San Jose (for the same total of 50 trains between Los Angeles and 
the Bay Area [as the Pacheco Pass base alternative].  This allocation 
of trains to the two destinations means that everyone traveling to 
these destinations has lower frequency of trains in the base 
Altamont network alternative (San Francisco and San Jose) 
compared to the base Pacheco network alternative (San Francisco 
and San Jose).  This lower frequency contributed to about 6 million 
fewer annual systemwide passengers in the Altamont Pass base 
alternative compared to the Pacheco Pass base alternative."  (2008 
Final Program EIR, p. 23-63.) 

O009-2 
The commenter incorrectly states that “the cost of lower train 
frequencies … is much greater than differences in travel times…”  
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Actually, the ridership and revenue model weights frequency (or 
headway) equal to in-vehicle travel time. 

The commenter appears to incorrectly interpret the meaning of 
“equilibration process” in this context.  It appears that the 
commenter is suggesting that an equilibration process is (or should 
be) used to create or adjust alternatives solely on the basis of travel 
demand model results, apparently for the purpose of maximizing the 
ridership potential of each alternative.  Such an adjustment process 
is inconsistent with standard professional practice, and would 
produce biased results if applied in an alternatives analysis or 
EIR/EIS. 

Instead, an equilibration process is used to establish the basic 
assumptions for each of the modes in the travel demand model.  
The equilibration process is applied to an entire mode, such as HST 
or air, not for each of the alternatives within a mode.  In the case of 
HST, the equilibration adjusted overall HST service levels in order to 
reach a reasonable match between projected ridership and available 
capacity on a systemwide basis.  While seeking to match demand 
and capacity, the equilibration process also considered operational 
feasibility, service levels on competing modes, and fare and other 
assumptions.  The equilibration process specifically resulted in 
adjustments to peak and off-peak service levels, express versus local 
services, the split of service among the major termini (Bay Area, 
Sacramento, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Anaheim), and service 
levels at other major stations.  Once these basic parameters were 
established, a second equilibration process was run to determine the 
most reasonable split of service among Bay Area termini (San 
Francisco, Oakland and San Jose) for alternatives that included such 
service split.  Once these equilibration processes were completed, 
the assumptions were used consistently for all alternatives in the 
Program EIR/EIS. 

The commenter makes many incorrect statements leading up to their 
advocacy for inclusion of a “station selection model”.  For example, 
the commenter claims that “the model assumes someone who lives 
in Los Angeles who is one minute closer to the Norwalk station than 
Los Angeles Union Station will ONLY travel from the Norwalk station, 
even through LAUS offers significantly more frequent service.”  This 

statement is false.  The ridership and revenue model determines the 
most appropriate airport and station for each zone-to-zone pair 
based on consideration of household characteristics, trip starting and 
ending points, and access time and costs to available airport and 
station options, and the amount of air or rail service available at 
these airports and stations.  In short, the ridership and revenue 
model does indeed have a “station selection” process. 

In light of the numerous representative network alternatives in the 
Program EIR, we do not believe it is necessary to examine an 
alternative that would cross the Altamont Pass, travel south to San 
Jose, then up the entirety of the San Francisco Peninsula to reach 
San Francisco.  This is a variation on the Altamont Pass 
representative network alternative 7.2-9, which would serve San 
Jose and San Francisco on a single line, while also serving Oakland.  
It is unlikely that a single alignment alternative serving both San 
Jose and San Francisco via Altamont would generate anywhere close 
to the 20 million additional riders claimed by the commenter.  The 
reason for this conclusion is that HST travel times to Redwood City, 
Millbrae and San Francisco would be at least 15 minutes longer 
traveling via San Jose compared to the Altamont Base alternative 
that crosses San Francisco Bay in the Dumbarton Corridor.  
Essentially, the benefit gained from more frequent service to each 
Bay Area station would be largely offset by the longer travel times to 
Redwood City, Millbrae and San Francisco. 

O009-3 
The comment correctly identifies that the conceptual operations plan 
described in the 2008 Final Program EIR and utilized as part of 
creating the Final Program EIR ridership forecasts has evolved based 
on ongoing planning work that has occurred subsequent to the 
Authority's July 2008 program decision. The 2008 Final Program EIR 
describes that the conceptual operating plan used for EIR purposes 
involved a total of 124-139 weekday trains in each direction to serve 
the statewide HST travel market as forecast for low and high-end 
forecasts. This conceptual operating plan was used consistently 
across all network alternatives analyzed in the Program EIR.  The 
increase in off-peak train service in subsequent operational plans 
does lower headways/increase frequency in the off-peak period.  
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Further, the commenter’s statement that “headways were a 
significant differentiator between the Altamont and Pacheco routes” 
is not correct.  In fact, during the course of preparing the Program 
EIR/EIS, many alternatives were tested that involved different 
configurations of train splitting for both Altamont and Pacheco.  
Ridership results from these tests were included in the Program 
EIR/EIS, and clearly showed that both Altamont and Pacheco would 
exhibit similar patterns of ridership changes as headways to each 
terminal changed as a result of service splits. 

We do not agree, however, that this adjustment in the current 
operational plan would have "dramatically lowered the train-splitting 
penalty" if it had been used for the Program EIR.  While different 
assumptions about frequency might yield somewhat different 
forecasts, the differences would not change the conclusion that 
ridership for the Altamont Pass and the Pacheco Pass alternatives is 
high and that ridership does not distinguish between alternatives.  
We note in addition that the purpose of the Bay Area/California 
High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study was to 
develop forecasts for use in environmental analysis.  We do not 
agree that this effort was intended to develop an optimized 
operating plan. 

O009-4 
The comment requests that the ridership model be re-run to reflect 
the potential for two stations in San Francisco.  The 2008 Final 
Program EIR and the March 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR identify 
the potential need for additional capacity for high-speed trains 
beyond what can be accommodated at the Transbay Transit Center 
facility.  The project-level examination of the use of two San 
Francisco stations does not result in the need to re-run the ridership 
model used in the 2008 Final Program EIR for the programmatic 
analysis or decision.  The 2-station arrangement in San Francisco 
may result in somewhat different ridership results for the Pacheco 
Pass and Altamont Pass base cases, however it would not change 
the conclusion that ridership levels for both Altamont and Pacheco 
network alternatives are high and that ridership does not distinguish 
between the alternatives. 

O009-5 
The ridership forecasts used in the 2008 Final Program EIR are 
based on the full system constructed as of 2030, with a low end 
annual forecast of 89 million to depict environmental benefits and a 
high end annual forecast of 117 million to depict environmental 
impacts.  Forecasts limited to Phase 1 of the system are not 
necessary for the programmatic environmental analysis, which is 
intended to capture the breadth of environmental impacts from 
build-out of the HST system as a whole. 

O009-6 
Comment noted.  The information and analysis in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR is sufficient for identifying station-area traffic effects.  
Traffic impact analysis in general was not an area identified by the 
Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case for further work to 
comply with CEQA.  The Authority will consider this comment as part 
of project-level environmental processes. 

O009-7 
The commenter correctly notes that the stated preference surveys 
included “roundtrip fuel cost” as one of the many variables 
presented in the choice exercises.  While the commenter notes that 
auto operating costs rather than fuel costs were used in the 
forecasts, such usage is not inappropriate for several reasons: 

 Auto operating costs rather than fuel costs were consistently 
used throughout model estimation, calibration, validation and 
application . 

 The same auto operating costs were used consistently to 
forecast ridership and revenue for all alternatives in the Program 
EIR. 

 The change from fuel costs to auto operating costs was done at 
an early stage of model development, and was discussed with 
peer review and the client project manager . 

 A broad range of fuel costs were tested in the choice 
experiments within the stated preference survey, including high 
fuel costs that are consistent with the per-mile auto operating 
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costs that were actually used for model estimation through 
application. 

 There is no standard within the travel modeling profession as to 
the use of fuel costs or auto operating costs; usage of either 
variable is acceptable as long as it is done consistently from 
model estimation through application. 

O009-8 
The commenter correctly notes that the “study design specifically 
stated that both revealed preference and stated preference data 
would be used” for estimating the main mode choice model.  Both 
types of data were, in fact, used in the data records for model 
estimation. The study design  was followed, with stated preference 
(SP) data and select, relevant revealed preference (RP) data both 
being drawn from the same records in new surveys conducted for 
the Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study.  Separate RP and SP 
records were not used, nor were they intended to be used, in the 
mode choice model estimation dataset. 

The commenter’s statement that “stated preference data has known 
issues that bias estimation results” is misleading and irrelevant since 
the estimated model is not directly used to forecast ridership.  See 
Standard Response #4 for further discussion of the widely-employed 
model calibration and validation procedures that were used for the 
HSR ridership and revenue model. 

O009-9 
Please see Standard Response 4 related to survey sample. 

O009-10 
Please see Standard Response 4 related to the frequency (headway) 
coefficient. 
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Comment Letter O010 (Rita Wespi, CARRD, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter O010 - Continued 
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Response to Letter O010 (Rita Wespi, CARRD, April 26, 2010) 

O010-1 
See Response to Comment O004-6. 

O010-2 
The Authority does not agree that the text needs to be revised. As 
described in the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material, property impacts, as defined at the program-
level, include potential acquisition, displacement and relocation of 
existing uses, or demolition of properties.  To determine potential 
property impacts the land uses within 50 ft of either side of the 
existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the centerline for 
new HST alignments were characterized by type and density of 
development. 

O010-3 
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 

resources, visual, and parks and recreation.  Also see Standard 
Response 3. 

O010-4 
The noise analysis in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR and the 2008 
Final Program EIR (Section 3.4) broadly compare the relative 
difference in potential impacts among the alternatives.  Two basic 
techniques were used for analysis of the HST: a screening analysis 
and a more specific analysis of typologies derived from 
representation HST locations.  The screening analysis is based on 
the methods presented in Chapter 4, Initial Noise Evaluation, of the 
High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Guidance Manual, October 2005 (FRA Manual).  The FRA 
methods assumes a generic HST with two power cars and 10 
coaches for the screening procedure, Figure 3.4-7 (in the 2005 
Program EIR), Typical Lmax Values, which presents the maximum 
passby noise levels of HST operating at different speeds. 

The project-level environmental documents being prepared for each 
of the HST Sections will include a detailed noise analysis conducted 
in accordance with Chapter 5, Detailed Noise Analysis, of the FRA 
Manual.  Projected HST noise levels at receivers along the 
alignments will be calculated using the FRA reference noise 
emissions of an electric motor unit (EMU) high-speed trainset similar 
to the trainset design that is likely to be used for the California HST 
System. See Standard Responses 3 and 5.          

O010-5 
The FRA uses standards and criteria for assessing the noise impacts 
related to railroad projects developed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) (Information on Levels of Environmental 
Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an 
Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974) a precursor to the WHO 
standards.  The same research used for the development of the 
USEPA standards was also considered by WHO in developing their 
standards.  The standards outlined in the FRA Guidance Manual are 
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based on community reactions to noise.  The standards evaluate 
changes in existing noise conditions with the added sound from the 
HST operations.  The higher the level of existing noise, the less likely 
there would be community reaction from additional sound due to the 
HST operations. 

O010-6 
The FRA Detailed Noise Analysis methods assume average 
meteorological conditions for the calculation of train noise.  
Guidelines for the measurement of existing ambient noise levels 
require such measurements be conducted only when wind speeds 
are less than 5 mph and temperature conditions are above freezing.  
These ambient measurements are the basis of the FRA Noise Criteria 
used to assess potential impacts at receivers.  Therefore the 
predicted train noise should also represent similar average 
meteorological conditions.  There are conditions that would occur 
that could affect the propagation of train noise such as wind speed 
and direction and temperature inversions.  However, these 
conditions would typically affect receivers at distances of several 
hundred feet or more from the track alignment and could result in 
either lower or higher noise levels at these receivers. 

O010-7 
Noise was not a topic area identified by the Superior Court judgment 
in the Town of Atherton case as needing additional CEQA work.  The 
Authority disagrees that the impact rating should be high from San 
Francisco to San Jose.  The medium noise impact rating from San 
Francisco to San Jose is based on: (1) grade separations which 
would eliminate the need for bells at crossings and for the Caltrain 
trains to sound warning horns as they approach each grade crossing 
(48 crossings); and (2) lower operating speeds resulting in noise 
levels similar to the existing Caltrain operations.  Because the right 
of way would be fully secured and completely fenced, people would 
not be able to access the tracks in unsafe areas or in unsafe ways, 
eliminating the need for the engineer (train operator) to sound the 
horn for safety purposes.  The existing Caltrain trains are pulled by 
diesel locomotive.  The locomotives are considerably heavier than 
the HST vehicles and generate a higher level of ground vibration.  As 

a result, the existing ground vibration caused by the Caltrain 
operations is higher than a high-speed train.  The additional 
frequency of HST operations would contribute to a potential impact 
which is the basis of the medium vibration impact rating. See 
Standard Responses 3 and 5. 

O010-8 
The noise impacts analysis is not an area identified by the Superior 
Court for further work to comply with CEQA and we note this is a 
comment on the 2008 Final Program EIR, not the content of the 
Revised Draft Program EIR.  The comment correctly identifies that 
the text in section 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR (page 3.4-19) 
indicated medium impacts for HST in the San Jose to Central Valley 
Corridor and identified speeds in this area as high as 186 mph.  
There is an error in this text, it should state “Although the HST could 
reach speeds as great as 186 mph (299 kph) between San Jose and 
Gilroy, the densities are less than on the San Francisco Peninsula or 
the East Bay, and the communities would receive considerable 
benefit from the elimination of up to 24 grade crossings (Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS, page 3.4-17 (Nov. 2005)).  The comment refers to 
more detailed, project-level information that is being developed for 
purposes of project refinement and analysis in multiple project-level 
EIRs.  More detailed engineering and design of the HST system has 
generally involved designing the HST tracks to allow for 220 mph 
speeds where feasible.  Actual speeds that an HST vehicle can travel 
in a particular area, however, are dependent on alignment 
constraints, train performance characteristics, acceleration and 
deceleration capabilities, and passenger comfort criteria.  Consistent 
with the text of the 2008 Final Program EIR, it does not appear that 
it will be necessary for the HST to travel more than 186 mph on the 
UPRR alignment through Gilroy and Morgan Hill to achieve the 
Authority's time goal of 2 hours/40 minutes between Los Angeles 
and San Francisco.   The medium ranking for noise is based on a 
programmatic methodology, following the FRA Guidance ”High 
Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Assessment (FTA 
2006),” which identifies numbers of sensitive receptors to potential 
noise effects of the high-speed train.  The FRA methodology does 
not assess noise impacts at the program level with respect to sound 
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differentials that may be apparent at different speeds.  Project-level 
noise analysis will examine the effect of train speeds as they relate 
to sound generation. 

O010-9 
See Response to Comment O010-17.  Refer to Section 3.4 in the 
2008 Final Program EIR.  The noise mitigation strategies, presented 
in Section 3.4.5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR describe the 
measures that will be considered to reduce potential impacts.  More 
detailed mitigation measures and specific noise control measures 
that would be part of the design and construction of the HST project 
will be developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. See Standard 
Responses 3 and 5. 

O010-10 
As part of the project-level EIR/EIS being prepared for each of the 
HST Sections, a detailed noise analysis conducted in accordance with 
Chapter 5, Detailed Noise Analysis, of the FRA Manual will be 
prepared.  Projected HST noise levels at receivers along the 
alignments will be calculated.  At those locations where impacts are 
identified mitigation measures will be identified and the resulting 
noise reduction with these measures will be presented.  The 
potential to introduce a sound reflective surface that may exacerbate 
existing traffic noise to receivers will be evaluated.   

The 2008 Final Program EIR discusses the general design of noise 
barriers appropriate for the proposed HST right-of-way.  The 
effectiveness of the noise barriers would depend on the location and 
height of noise-sensitive buildings, as well as the speeds of the 
trains. Noise barriers 8 to10 feet tall could be installed where speeds 
are relatively low (i.e., wheel/rail noise dominates). Higher noise 
barriers of 12 to16 feet might be used to reduce noise to taller 
buildings or where speeds are high in noise-sensitive areas. In many 
locations, noise barriers could be installed on one side of the track 
only because of the location and proximity of noise-sensitive areas.  
Chapter 5 of the FRA Manual also provides information on the 
effectiveness of noise barriers. The necessary height of a barrier 
depends on factors such as the source height and the distance from 

the source to the barrier. For example, a barrier located very close to 
the nearest track need only be 3 to 4 feet above the top of rail to 
effectively reduce wheel-rail noise, providing noise reductions of 6 to 
10 decibels. The height of barriers farther away from the adjacent 
track, such as on the right-of-way line or for trains on the far track, 
or for screening many aerodynamic noise sources, must be increased 
to provide equivalent effectiveness. Otherwise, the effectiveness of 
the barrier could drop to 5 decibels or less, even if it breaks the line 
of sight. Where the barrier is very close to the vehicle or where the 
vehicles travel between sets of parallel barriers, barrier effectiveness 
can be increased by as much as 5 decibels by applying sound-
absorbing material to the inner surface of the barrier.  Similarly, the 
length of the barrier wall is important in its effectiveness. The barrier 
must be long enough to screen out a moving train along most of its 
visible path. This length is necessary so that train noise from beyond 
the ends of the barrier will not severely compromise noise-barrier 
performance at sensitive locations.   

As part of the project-level EIR/EIS being prepared for each of the 
HST sections a detailed noise analysis conducted in accordance with 
Chapter 5, Detailed Noise Analysis, of the FRA Manual will be 
prepared.  Projected HST noise levels at receivers along the 
alignments will be calculated.  At those locations where impacts are 
identified mitigation measures will be identified and the resulting 
noise reduction with these measures will be presented.  Where noise 
barriers are recommended as mitigation the height, length, and 
location of the barriers relative to the track centerline and resulting 
reduction in HST noise will be presented.  The potential to introduce 
a sound reflective surface that may exacerbate existing traffic noise 
to receivers will be evaluated.  

O010-11  
Grade separations designed for mixed traffic or freight traffic 
operating in temporal separation from passenger operations would 
be designed to accommodate freight operations, including low 
grades of 1%. The CREATE Railroad Noise and Vibration Model User 
Guide for the FRA's assessment of railway noise considers many 
inputs to model noise and vibration, track gradient is not one of 
them, as many other factors are the determinants of noise 
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generation from freight operations. Locomotive type (diesel or 
electric), Type of freight car, track crossovers, percentage of wheel 
flats and track type are some, but not all, of the model inputs. 

 

O010-12 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  The 
communities around the Caltrain corridor have developed around the 
railway; therefore, the existing community development pattern is 
divided because of the existing railway.  The HST system would be 
entirely grade-separated; therefore, it would not divide communities 
to a greater level than the existing Caltrain right-of-way. In addition, 
construction of grade separations where none previously exist would 
improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  

O010-13 
General Plan references as cited in the 2008 Final Program EIR were 
current for the period that studies were conducted for the Program 
EIR.   The project-specific land use analysis will reference current 
land use and planning documents. 

O010-14 
As described in the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised 
Draft Program EIR Material, community and neighborhood impacts, 
as reported at the program-level,  were identified if an alignment 
alternative would create a new physical barrier, isolating one part of 
an established community from another and potentially resulting in a 
physical disruption to community cohesion.   Subsequent project-
level EIR/EISs and Community Impact Assessments will also identify 
other potential community/neighborhood related impacts including 
access and circulation impacts, parking impacts, visual effects, and 
noise impacts. See also Standard Response 6. 

O010-15 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the 
Program EIR that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing 
right-of-way at most locations, meaning that trees outside the right-
of-way would not be removed, although some trimming would be 
required for vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. If there is a 
need to acquire adjacent properties for locations where the current 
Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough to accommodate the 
addition of HST, replacement landscaping would likely be established 
outside the area required for rail operations. This landscaping would 
replace that removed for the project. This visual mitigation could 
partially conceal the right-or-way, either at grade or on an elevated 
berm. The addition of vines or dense landscaping could conceal the 
harder surfaces of potential sound walls.  As part of the follow-on 
preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, locations of 
replacement plantings will be determined per mitigation measures of 
the project-level EIR/EIS. 

In the 2008 Final Program EIR, Appendix 2F, Page 2-F-15, the cross 
section of the Palo Alto station is shown. There is an underpass 
crossing beneath the tracks, not an overpass. This configuration is 
also shown in Appendix 2E, Page 2-E-14, Figure CC-S-1. Table 3.9.1 
identifies both pedestrian overcrossings and undercrossings in the 
Caltrain corridor to allow for either to be employed for grade 
separations at existing Caltrain stations. The decision of over- or 
undercrossing and design of pedestrian grade separations would be 
made during the design as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

Visual impacts were analyzed for the entire Caltrain corridor, not 
specific locations. The 2008 Final Program EIR depicts HST running 
in a combination of at-grade and retained fill through Palo Alto and 
along most of the Caltrain corridor. Detailing visual resources at the 
community level, as suggested in the comments, is not appropriate 
at the program level. This would be analyzed as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS. 

A photosimulation was provided in the 2008 Final Program EIR of an 
elevated section passing the Burlingame Caltrain depot. This location 
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was chosen to show the proposed project in the context of a historic 
building. The program EIR included additional simulations for 
prototypical locations throughout its study area, including the East 
Bay, Central Valley and Pacheco and Altamont Passes. Specific 
aesthetic viewpoints were chosen to represent typical situations 
along hundreds of miles of proposed HST corridor. Simulations could 
be produced for many new locations as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS analysis.        

Types and routes of transmission lines to supply electricity to the 
HST depend on detailed engineering to determine where the line 
would interface with the existing powergrid and where the feeder 
lines would connect to the railway. The project-level EIR/EIS will 
review all jurisdictions' policies and propose designs and mitigations 
with respect to those policies. 

The infrastructure for overhead electrification would likely be visible, 
but its visibility would be low. Consider that San Francisco's Union 
Square is bounded on two sides by overhead wires to power the 
City's electric buses. These wires and their poles, over busy city 
streets, are not highly visible at all and do not comprise part of one's 
visual memory of Union Square. Where the existing railway corridor 
is visible from adjacent streets, such as between California Avenue 
and San Antonio Road, there will be a greater amount of railway 
infrastructure visible, but the impact is low, as it is complimentary to 
the existing view. Landscaping to obscure the railway from adjacent 
uses can be a potential mitigation for identified visual impacts. 

Nighttime lighting associated with the HST project would be limited 
to stations, maintenance facilities and replacement street and 
pedestrian lighting. Along the peninsula, additional nighttime lighting 
f would be found at the HST stations, similar to that which exists for 
Caltrain today, but for double the length along the tracks, as HST 
requires a 1,400 foot long platform at stations. This lighting would 
occur where there is already a station and existing station lighting. 
Detailed station design would affect the effects of the lighting. If 
lighting is placed under a platform canopy roof, and the canopy runs 
the length of the station, there is less lighting impact than if there is 
no canopy and lights are placed on tall poles along the platform. 

Light sources from passing trains will be analyzed when the train 
design is determined as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential 
sources would be headlights and light from within the train that 
radiates out the windows. The amount of light from train windows 
would depend on the glass and glazing/tinting applied to the 
windows. 

Lighting associated with new pedestrian grade separations could 
vary relative to the design of the grade separation. These impacts 
will be analyzed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

Light effects on individual homes at a specific time of day and year 
are beyond the scope of a program EIR.  

The identification of a "typical" fence design along the HST is 
premature at the program level. The entire HST right-of-way is 
described as fenced. This is meant to mean access to the right-of-
way would be restricted to only authorized people and machinery. 
How this is done will be analyzed at the project level, with 
appropriate materials and designs used relative to the land use 
adjacent to the right-of-way. This could run from sturdy, low-cost 
fencing in rural areas to decorative metalwork in areas with a high-
level of existing design. Soundwalls would also act as fencing, and 
they would also be designed to be appropriate to the adjacent land 
uses.   

O010-16 
See Response to Comment L003-92. At the time of project-level 
environmental analyses, additional work will be conducted to identify 
hazardous materials/waste sites which may or may not include those 
found in other projects environmental documents since those may 
have since been remediated. 

O010-17 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Cumulative impacts was not 
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17, 
discusses the potential for cumulative impacts from the high-speed 
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train in combination with closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects across the study area.  The 
San Francisco Bay Regional Rail Plan is one of the projects 
considered in the cumulative analysis, and it incorporates within its 
core elements regional railroad commuter services (Capitol Corridor, 
Caltrain, ACE).  As explained in section 3.17 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR, the potential for high-speed rail regional overlay is 
included, along with many other projects.  More detailed analyses 
related to cumulative impacts will be performed during the project-
level EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed project information is 
available for the selected HST alignment.  The cumulative project list 
will be updated as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. See also 
Standard Response 3. 

The comment incorrectly suggest that the Authority’s decision to 
move forward with the separate planning for an Altamont commuter 
service and with high-speed rail conflicts with statements by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency that the Pacheco with Altamont 
(local service) network alternatives would not likely contain the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative.  The Authority 
previously determined to cooperate with regional partners on an 
independent Altamont Corridor Rail Project, which has a different 
underlying purpose and need and project objectives.  This separate 
project is not identical in its geographic scope as the Altamont 
network alternatives studied in the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The 
planning effort that is currently underway is consistent with the 
general discussion of  l use of the Altamont Corridor for regional rail 
commuter services in the Bay Area Regional Rail Plan.  

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the 
Program EIR that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing 
right-of-way at most locations, meaning that trees outside the right-
of-way would not be removed, although some trimming would be 
required for vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. If there is a 
need to acquire adjacent properties for locations where the current 
Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough to accommodate the 
addition of HST, replacement landscaping would likely be established 

outside the area required for rail operations. This landscaping would 
replace that removed for the project.  

O010-18 
The Authority disagrees.  The 2008 Final Program EIR followed the 
appropriate methodology for a program-level analysis.  See the 
Response to Comment O010-4.  The screening analysis used in the 
2005 Statewide Program EIR and the 2008 Final Program EIR was 
based on the methods presented in Chapter 4, Initial Noise 
Evaluation, of the High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance Manual, October 2005 (FRA 
Manual).   See also Standard Response 3. 

O010-19 
Cost information was not an area identified by the Superior Court for 
further work to comply with CEQA in the Town of Atherton 
judgment.  We note that the Court concluded that cost information 
was not required to be included in an EIR, but considered this issue 
and found the cost information in the EIR to be adequate and fair.  A 
cost discussion was provided in Chapter 4 of the 2008 Program EIR, 
and augmented by Appendix 4A and Appendix 4B.  Capital costs 
included the cost of new grade separations.  The costs for 
modification of existing grade separations will be considered as part 
of project-level information for the network alternative selected by 
the Authority board. In order to provide an accurate and consistent 
comparison of network alternatives in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
costs (and other factors) were developed using common end points 
in the Central Valley. 

O010-20 
The Authority does not understand this comment.   Please see 
Response to Comment O010-19.  The Program EIR was prepared in 
consideration of the full HST system. Potential impacts of the 
phasing of the HST system will be evaluated at the project level.   
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O010-21 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  Site specific noise impacts 
during construction and operation of the HST to sensitive receptors 
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.  
See Standard Response 5. 

O010-22 
Planned operations along the four-track sections in the San 
Francisco-San Jose Caltrain corridor are not equivalent to operations 
elsewhere in the HST network. The Caltrain corridor is unique as it is 
owned by a public agency, the PCJPB. The majority of rail traffic on 
the line is passenger service. Caltrain is replacing its existing 
passenger cars and locomotives with equipment compatible with 
HST trains. Freight service is minimal and can be operated not to 
interfere with planned Caltrain or HST service.  

In the East Bay, the HST may run adjacent to an existing, privately-
owned railroad, such as the UPRR, but the HST and adjacent railway 
would not share tracks or facilities. This leads to a six-track cross 
section at HST stations where the HST requires four tracks (two for 
through trains and two for stopping trains) and is adjacent to a 
freight railway which may have any number of tracks. In the case of 
downtown Livermore, for example, there are two freight tracks 
where a potential station was analyzed, resulting in a six-track cross-
section. As the HST would be constructed outside the right of way of 
the existing freight railway, there is no opportunity to share facilities 
in any way, regardless of new guidance from the FRA on track 
sharing. The HST and private railway are separate entities. 
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Comment Letter O011 (Jim Lazarus, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, April 23, 2010) 
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Response to Letter O011 (Jim Lazarus, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, April 23, 2010) 

O011-1 
The comment expresses support for the Pacheco alternative.  
Comment acknowledged. 

 
 

 

  
 
 




